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To date 'd:le Waai:mgton Depaxtment of Ecaiagy (Ecology) has not res;mnded omy Iune 27 29{)5

' conmmnents submitted dering the 200-UW-1"Waste Sites' Proposed Plan comment period and it relation to
the proposed reclassification of the 216-U-12 Crib. As my comunents were submitted during thé 200-UW-
1 Waste Sites Proposed Pian{whwh’mck’{des the 216-U-12 Crib), T believers responst to my corHnents.

. prior to the 216—U— 12 Cnb reclassaﬁcahou pzibhc mvolvement evant is appmpnate and I Hwait Ecology s

respense

As a citizen, I mcem:d ﬁve eleﬁtronfc pubhp mvoivement maﬂ messages ‘(April 2005 [1 25 pm}, April 6,
2005 1:55 pm}; May 2, 2005; May 13, 2005, and May 18,2005} regatding the 200-UW-1:0U tleanup’
dec;swn—makmg process. The April 6, 2005 {1:25 pm] message provided advanced notice of public -
corafent periodon the 216-0-12-Ciib- ‘pécmit HodRcatoR S inclide the unit i ths ‘Haﬂford SiteWide
RCRA Permit’ The April‘6, 2005 }1:55 pm} ‘meSsage provided notice of an upcoming fublic comment
period on the'cleanup alternatives evaluatéd for'the U Plant Avea Waste Sites (ZBG-WA" i The May
2, 2005 message provided notice thia the* ‘pubhccoment period for'the 216—!5—12 Crib; commdng with

. the 200-UW=1 Propesed Plat; hasBeen pastpone& oneweek.” The May 13,2003 message prmded noiice
that of cleanup alternatives-evahation for the U Plant Ares Waste Sites (200-UW-1 OU): Tt 18 worthy of
note that the four messages all 1dent1ﬁgd the 216-U-12 Crib as a Resource Conservation and Recovery Aot
(RCRAY trea“tmem, storage;’ ‘and dasposal (’ESD} init. ‘The: May 18,2005 ‘miessage) provided “apdated’: :
inforitation?-for e 61T Crib persit modification 16 be: mclufied into-the Hafiford Site Wids. &CRA
Permit, This" message indicated 1hat “receitt informétion provided to'the Washington State'Dept. of - ,
'Ecoiagy by ihé US' Dept. ufEnergymayaffect thepermmgprocess for the: 216-U-12 ctibvat: Hanfor o
The message clearly indicated that the public comment period for the 200-UW-1 CERCLA Proposed-Plan
comyment period would occar as planned and that Ecology would further explain the possabie change in
status for the 216-U-12 crib at%he*pashhc meeting,’ Tt is-worthy of noting that none of the messages '
indicated that public comments would pot be received for the proposed reclassification ofthe 216 U~12
Crib. Again, I submitted comments during the 200-UW-1 Waste Sites’ fl’roposed Plan public comment”
period and as such, believe that I deserve s response to my comments via the 200-UW-1 Waste Sites
Proposed Plan Responsiveness Sammary.

Cons1dermg the technical aﬂd regnﬂatory complexmes associated thh the 200-UW-10U (whlch contams
30 soil waste sités and one RCRA TSD wnit (216-U-12 Crib) in the vicinity of the 221-1J Plant Facﬂxiy{U
Plant} chemical processing plant) and the agency’s division of groundwater and source tmits, 1 reqmastths
public involvement process be coordinated to address:

the 30 soil waste sites,

the 1 RCRA TSD (216-U-12 Crib),
. the source OU,

the groundwater OU, and R
the designated gronndwater pomt of comphauce for eaeh of the 31 waste Sife

B

I submm:ed my 216-U-12 Crib re-class:ﬁcanon conments so that ﬂzey could be consxdered in context-of the
30 other waste §ifes, the source OU, the groundwater OU, and the RCRA and MTCA grouridwater: po;nt-cf—
compliance {groundwater protection) standards. I respectfully submit that when the agency separates
cieam:p c}emsmns, it is very difficnlt for the public to understmzd 1} the cleanup decision-making process
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and 2) if and/or how apphcabie environmenial pmtectmn standards are. bemg satisfied.. I requcst tha
clearmip decisions for: the 200-UW-1.0OU, 2) the 200-UP-1 OU, and’ 3) the 216-U-12¢ .be
simultanéously. In this way, the public can 1) understand the cleanup decisions as they.-xelaie to all_ AR
regulatory and administrative requirements and components, and 2) actively engage in the pubhc ‘
involvernent process with an understanding of what is being proposed. Without the public understanding
which environmental protecnon standards will be applied to ‘which component (source OU, grmmdwater
OU, and RCRA TSD umnit), it is unfhir to ask the public to comment on a proposed cleanup action that
cannot be properly put into context with ather related actions or even applicable standards.. Therefore, I
request that the public comment period be repeated afier Ecology can identify:’

1. #RCRA groundwater protectmn standards of WAC 173- 303-645 wili be apphed to the 216-U~12
Crib, 7 e X Sint C g
RS i RCRA closare pe rmance standards of WAC 173—3&3-6&0 W}Jl be apphed to !:he 216— J

5. criteria for requiring unit-specific groundwater pomt—of»comphance momtormg for the 30 or 31
-+ Waste sites (to sattsfy MTCA geundwaier pmtec!;mn st:mdards), g .

8 " -‘;quannﬁable emena (1 e numencal standards apphed at afthe specrﬁ.ed pomt of compilance) for
deciding if any of the 3@-or 31 non-TSD waste sateswﬂlbe capped, and - . -
. umt—speexﬁc and medxa-speclﬁc (ize., vadose.gone. and groundwater} crltena for momtarmg the

In summary, this member efthe pubhc is @onfused by the process by which'c_, P £ wilk ]
are heing efhave been) made and the public i inyolvement precess fer the clcamzp demsaons aﬁ‘ecngg th
216-U—12 Crlb ’f;heZﬁO-UP—i O, ami the200-LIW ’ ire.

Alisa D. Huckaby
1524 Ridgeveiw Ct.
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